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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

On page 6, applicant argues tliat Kawai fails to disclose an irregular state caused 
by the micro-computer unit being in a frozen state. While the applicant's points are 
understood, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner relied upon Shibata, 
not Kawai, to teach an irregular state caused by the micro-computer unit being in a 
frozen state. Therefore the rejection has been maintained. 

On page 6, applicant argues that Kawai fails to disclose a camera drive control 
unit having a second control state under which the camera unit is driven to move into 
engagement with a resetting unit. While the applicant's points are understood, the 
examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner cited a portion of Kawai which broadly 
covers the claim language. However, the examiner relied upon Smith to explicitly show 
a second control state under which the camera unit is driven to move into engagement 
with a resetting unit. Therefore the rejection has been maintained. 

On page 6, applicant argues that Kawai fails to disclose setting the camera drive 
control unit to take a first control state when receiving the regular state signal while 
setting the drive control unit to take the second state when not receiving the regular 
state signal. While the applicant's points are understood, the examiner respectfully 
disagrees. See for example Kawai column 1 1 , lines 13-42. There Kawai discloses 
moving the camera between positions based on two different states. The amended 
limitation, "regularity repeating state signal", is rejected under a different reference as 
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indicated in the updated rejection found below. Therefore the rejection has been 
maintained. 

On pages 6-7, applicant argues that Smith fails to disclose resetting from one 
state to another in response to engagement with the camera unit. While the applicant's 
points are understood, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Smith discloses in column 
5, line 67 - column 6, line 5, rotating the camera until a magnet reaches a switch 
causing a reset. Hence, the camera unit engages a resetting device. Therefore, the 
combination of Kawai with Smith yields resetting a camera unit based on predetermined 
states. Therefore the rejection has been maintained. 

On page 7, application argues there would be no motivation to combine Shibata 
with Smith since Smith has no micro-computer to reset. While the applicant's points are 
understood, the examiner respectfully disagrees. While Smith fails to explicitly show a 
micro-computer, Smith does show in figures 1-3 operating a camera via a control circuit. 
The examiner notes that control circuits and cameras inherently contain micro- 
processors. Therefore combining Smith with Shibata would result in the resetting of a 
micro-computer. Therefore the rejection has been maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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1 . Claims 1-2 and 4-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sergeant et al. (5627616), (hereinafter referred to as "Sergeant") in view of Kawai 
(6414716) in further view of Smith (4543609) in further view of Shibata (6640338). 

Regarding claims 1 and 4, Sergeant discloses an apparatus that relates to 
surveillance camera systems (Sergeant: column 1 , lines 4-5). This apparatus 
comprises "a camera unit for taking an image of an object" (Sergeant: figure 2), 
"a camera retaining assembly for retaining the camera, the camera being 
movable with respect to the retaining assembly to a destined position and 
posture" (Sergeant: figure 2, column 4, lines 58-67, wherein the pan and tilt 
assemblies move the camera), and "camera driving unit for driving the camera to 
move with respect to the retaining assembly" (Sergeant: figures 3-4, column 4, 
lines 58-67). However, this apparatus lacks the control units and resetting unit 
as claimed. Kawai teaches that prior art surveillance systems fail to provide 
clients with efficient and fair access to cameras (Kawai: column 1 , lines 33-57). 
To help alleviate this problem, Kawai discloses "a micro computer unit for 
projecting a positional signal being operative to take two different states 
consisting of a regular state and an irregular state" (Kawai: column 1 1 , lines 12- 
20, wherein the irregular state is when the user selects the stop button which 
stops the transmission of position signals to the camera; column 1 1 , lines 35-40, 
wherein the regular state is receiving the camera position signals from the user), 
"a camera drive control unit for driving the camera to move with respect to the 
retaining assembly, being operative to take two control states of which a first 
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control state moves the camera to a destined position and a second control state 
under which the camera unit is driven to move into engagement with a resetting 
unit" (Kawai: column 1 1 , lines 38-42, wherein the camera is reset to the initial 
camera position at the end of each session), and "setting the camera drive 
control unit to take a first control state when receiving the regular state signal 
while setting the drive control unit to take the second state when not receiving the 
regular state signal" (Kawai: column 11, lines 38-42, wherein the camera is 
driven to the initial state). Smith teaches that prior art surveillance systems have 
diminished surveillance capability (Smith: column 2, lines 1-10). To help 
alleviate this problem. Smith discloses "resetting from one state to another state 
in response to engagement with the camera unit" (Smith: column 5, line 66 - 
column 7, line 6, wherein the camera engages the magnet coupled to the reset 
line). Shibata teaches resetting from an irregular state based on a regularly 
repeating state signal caused by a frozen state of a microcomputer unit (Shibata: 
column 2, lines 30-34, wherein the frozen state is the state of not receiving 
command signals, the command signals being the regularly repeating signals). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take the apparatus disclosed by Sergeant, 
add the processing taught by Kawai, and add the resetting units taught by Smith 
and Shibata in order to provide a surveillance system with increased surveillance 
capability and fair and reasonable access to a plurality of users. 
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Regarding claim 2, Kawai discloses "the camera has a surveillance area 
and a non-surveillance area" (Kawai: column 3, lines 47-50, wherein the 
surveillance area is the area where the image signal is produced; column 11, 
lines 38-42, wherein the non-surveillance area is the initial state of the camera 
wherein no Images are taken). 

Regarding claim 5, Kawai discloses "repeatedly setting the computer to 
take the regular and irregular states having different time intervals consisting of a 
first time in which the computer is set to take the regular mode and a second time 
in which the computer is set to take the irregular mode" (Kawai: column 1 1 , lines 
38-42, wherein the internal computer in the camera takes both the regular and 
irregular modes; the time intervals is the time the user is using the camera, and 
the time the user clicks the stop button). 

Regarding claim 6, Sergeant discloses "the retaining assembly includes a 
camera shaft having a camera revolution axis thereof, and a holder member for 
revolvably supporting the shaft and the shaft is driving in unison with the camera" 
(Sergeant: figures 2-4). 

Regarding claim 7, Sergeant discloses "the retaining assembly includes a 
holder shaft which further comprises a stationary member, driving the holder 
member of the retaining assembly to revolve, and controlling the driving unit to 
have holder member revolve around axis with respect to stationary member" 
(Sergeant: figures 2-4). 
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2. Claims 3 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sergeant et al. (5627616), (hereinafter referred to as "Sergeant") in view of Kawai 
(6414716) in further view of Smith (4543609) in further view of Shibata (6640338) in 
further view of Tal<agi et al. (6809760), (hereinafter referred to as "Takagi"). 

Regarding claim 3, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in 
addition, claim 3 differs from claim 1 in that claim 3 further requires measuring 
lap times. Takagi teaches that comparing times can be used to prevent 
processes from being endlessly repeated (Takagi: column 17, lines 1-11, 
wherein the first time is the standby time, the second time is the predetermined 
period of time). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the time 
comparison taught by Takagi in order to prevent system resources from being 
misused. 

Regarding claim 8, note the examiners rejections for claims 1-7. 
Conclusion 

1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any Inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID CZEKAJ whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7327. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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